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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-26 are presenting for examination. 

Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent 
basis for the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1 .75(d)(1 ) and MPEP 
§ 608.01 (o). Correction of the following is required: the recited "a computer- 
readable medium" of Claim 26. The Specification does not mention the recited "a 
computer-readable medium". Thus, there is no support or antecedent basis for 
the recited "a computer-readable medium" that allows the meaning of the terms 
to be ascertained, as required in 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1). Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1-17 recites a "computer system". As currently recited the 
"system" could be reasonably be interpreted as program per se. Thus, the 



Application/Control Number: 10/665,249 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2195 

claims do not fall within any of the four enumerated categories of 
patentable subject matter in section 101. 

Claim 26 recites a "computer readable medium". However, the 
specification fails to provide clear support or antecedent basis for this 
limitation. Without clear support or antecedent basis for "computer 
readable medium", it is unclear if Applicant intends to cover both statutory 
subject matter (such as EPROM, ROM, floppy disc, RAM, and CD-ROMs) 
and non-statutory subject matter (such as paper, signals, and carrier 
wave). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-7, 9-11, 13-20, and 22-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Hornick et al (U.S. Patent No. 6865573). 

4. As per claim 1 , Hornick teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including a computer system for invoking execution of analytical tasks in 
sequence (fig. 5), the computer system being programmed to: 
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receive a request to execute an analytical task from a front-end software 
application (col. 5, lines 51-67; col. 6, lines 1-2); 

invoke execution of the first additional analytical task on a first analytical 
engine (col. 6, lines 3-29); and 

use information generated from the execution of the first additional 
analytical task to invoke execution of the requested analytical task on a second 
analytical engine (col. 6, lines 29-46). 

5. Hornick does not specifically teach determine that a first additional 
analytical task needs to be executed before the requested analytical task. 

6. However Hornick discloses that receiving the user request for a desired 
result data and based upon the received user input parameters, the system 
would select the appropriate model, prediction parameters and scoring data into 
scoring engine, and the scoring engine output the result to the 
prediction/recommendation engine to execute the user request (col. 5, lines 51- 
67; col. 6, lines 1-48). 

7. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have included the teaching of determine that a first 
additional analytical task needs to be executed (scoring task) before the 
requested analytical task (prediction/recommendation task) because in order for 
the prediction/recommendation task to be performed to satisfy the user request, 
the prediction/recommendation task need to utilize the result from the scoring. 
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Thus it is important for the system to have include the teaching of determine that 
a first additional analytical task needs to be executed (scoring task) before the 
requested analytical task (prediction/recommendation task). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have utilize the teaching of Hornick's system for supporting user in 
performing data mining operations (i.e. analytical tasks) by providing a data 
mining application programming interface that includes an advance interface 
which including support for hierarchical, object-oriented programming languages 
and sophisticated programming language constructs without the need integrating 
using additional tools (Hornick, abstract). 

8. As per claim 2, Hornick teaches that wherein the computer system is 
programmed to use information contained within the request in conjunction with 
predetermined task definition information to determine that the first additional 
analytical task needs to be executed before the requested analytical task (col. 5, 
lines 1-51). 

9. As per claim 3, Hornick teaches that wherein the computer system is 
programmed to use a task name in the request in conjunction with predetermined 
task definition information to determine that the first additional analytical task 
needs to be executed before the requested analytical task (.col. 5, lines 1-51; col. 
6, lines 3-13). 
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1 0. As per claim 4, Hornick teaches that wherein the computer system is 
further programmed to send a response back to the front-end software 
application that includes information relating to the execution of the first 
additional analytical task and the requested analytical task (col. 6, lines 46-47). 

11. As per claim 5, Hornick teaches that wherein the computer system is 
programmed to: receive a request to execute an analytical task from a front-end 
software application, the request having input values; select a first set of the input 
values needed for execution of the first additional analytical task; and use the first 
set of selected input values to invoke execution of the first additional analytical 
task on the first analytical engine (fig. 5; col. 5, lines 51-67; col. 6, lines 1-46). 

12. As per claim 6, Hornick teaches that wherein the computer system is 
programmed to: select a second set of the input values needed for execution of 
the requested analytical task; and use information generated from the execution 
of the first additional analytical task and the second set of selected input values 
to invoke execution of the requested analytical task on the second analytical 
engine (fig. 5; col. 5, lines 51-67; col. 6, lines 1-46). 

1 3. As per claim 7, Hornick teaches that wherein the first and second set of 
selected input values share a common set of input values (fig. 5; col. 6, lines 14- 
42). 
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14. As per claim 9, Hornick teaches that wherein the requested analytical task 
is a prediction task, and wherein the second analytical engine is a prediction 
engine (fig. 5, the prediction/recommendation task, and 
prediction/recommendation engine). 

1 5. As per claim 1 0, Hornick teaches that wherein the computer system is 
programmed to use information contained within the request to select the first 
analytical engine to be used in executing the first additional analytical task, and 
to select the second analytical engine to be used in executing the requested 
analytical task (fig. 5; col. 5, lines 51-67; col. 6, lines 1-46). 

16. As per claim 1 1 , Hornick teaches that wherein the computer system is 
programmed to use information contained within the request to select a first data 
store to be used during execution of the first additional analytical task, and to 
select a second data store to be used during execution of the requested 
analytical task (col. 6, lines 3-46). 

1 7. As per claim 1 3, Hornick teaches that wherein the second analytical 
engine is a prediction engine (fig. 5, item 505) and wherein the second data store 
is a data mining model (fig. 4, item 424, col. 5, lines 3-40). 

18. As per claim 1 4, Hornick teaches that wherein the first analytical engine is 
located externally from the second analytical engine (fig. 5). 
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19. As per claim 15, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. In 
addition, Hornick teaches invoke execution of the second additional analytical 
task on a third analytical engine and use information generated from the 
execution of the second additional analytical task to invoke execution of the first 
additional analytical task on the first analytical engine (fig. 5; col. 5, lines 51-67; 
col. 6, lines 1-46). 

20. As per claim 16, Hornick teaches wherein the front-end software 
application is located externally from the computer system (fig. 2, the front-end 
software application is located in user device). 

21 . As per claim 1 7, Hornick teaches that wherein the first and second 
analytical engines are located externally from the computer system (fig. 5). 

22. As per claims 1 8-20, 22-26, they are rejected for the same reason as 
claims 1-2, 4, 9-10, and 14-15 above. 

23. Claims 8, 12, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hornick et al (hereafter Hornick) (U.S. Patent No. 6865573), 
as applied in claims 1 and 18 above, and in view of Lane et al (hereafter Lane) 
(U.S. Publication No. 2004/0162812). 
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24. As per claim 8, Hornick teaches the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 above. Hornick did not specifically teach a key performance indicator 
(KPI) lookup task, and a KPI engine. 

25. However, Lane teaches a key performance indicator (KPI) lookup task, 
and a KPI engine (figs. 2C, 3A-3B, paragraphs [0030], lines 9-13, [0033], lines 1- 
12). 

26. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have included the KPI lookup tasks and KPI engine as 
suggested in Lane into the first analytical task and a first analytical engine of 
Hornick's system because both system are directed to the same field of 
endeavor for addressing the need of performing analytical tasks (i.e. processing 
query from users), and by incorporated the teaching of Lane into Hornick would 
improved utility of Hornick's system by expanding the capability of the system to 
further support business perspective operations. 

27. As per claim 1 2, it is rejected for the same reason as claims 1 , 10-11, and 
8 above. In addition, Lane further teaches that wherein the first data store is a 
KPI set (figs. 2C, 3A-3B). 

28. As per claim 21 , it is rejected for the same reason as claim 8 above. 
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Conclusion 

29. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure (see attached PTO 892 form for details). 



30. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to JENNIFER N. TO whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7212. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 6AM- 3:30 PM, 

F 6AM- 2:30 PM. 

31 . If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 



32. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 



A/AN H NGUYEN/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2194 



/Jennifer To/ 
Patent Examiner 
AU 2195 



